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ABSTRACT 

As the fourth in a series of annual reports to the 
Congress by the President on the availability of government and 
government-assisted services to rural areas, this report first 
delineates JJ.S. counties into 10 county groups representing an 
urban-to-rural continuum and then divides 209 selected Federal 
programs into five categories (Housing; Agriculture and Natural 
Resources; Community Development; Human Resource Development; and 
Defense, Space, and Atomic Energy) . via a comparison of the 
distribution of outlays for these categories with the distribution of 
the total population across the 10 county group, insights into the 
comparative benefits of the total package of Federal programs are 
provided. A comparison of outlay distributions for individual 
programs across the urban- to- rural continuum with the distribution of 
target groups for specific programs is also provided, along with 
measurement of per capita Federal outlays among declining and 
fast-growing and low and high income counties. Presented via tabular 
and narrative form, this report indicates: $192 billion of the $249 
billion in total Federal outlays for fiscal year 1972 were spent on 
the 209 rural programs; rural areas received 24.7 percent of all 
outlays, though thoy constituted 27.2 percent of the population; and 
total outlays favored fast-growing, high income counties. (JC) 
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SUMMARY 



This is the fourth annual report to the Congress by the President on the 
"availability of government and government-assisted services to rural areas" as 
required by Section 901(e) of the Agricultural Act of 1970. This report" first 
delineates U.S. counties into 10 county groups representing an urban-to-rural 
continuum. Then it divides 209 selected Federal programs into five broad pro- 
gram categories. Finally, the report compares the distribution of outlays for 
these program categories with the distribution of the total population, across 
the 10 county groups. Such comparisons provide insights as to which county 
Rroup(s) benefits most from the total package of Federal programs. Also, 
outlay distributions for individual programs across the urban-to-rural county 
continuum are compared with the distribution of target groups for specific 
programs. These outlay-target comparisons help pinpoint relative strengths and 
weaknesses of the total Federal package in offering services to rural areas 
compared with urban areas. 

Counties weve also grouped according to their population growth rate 
during the 1960 's and their 1969 per capita income so as to measure differences 
in per capita Federal outlays among declining and fast-growing counties and 
among low-income and high-income counties. 

The April 1973 Office of Management and Budget (0MB) delineation of 
counties into those in Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas (SMSA s) and 
those outside SMSA's forms the basis for the 10 county groups used here. 
Metropolitan (SMSA) counties were divided into four groups, and nonmetropolitan 
(non-SMSA) counties were divided into six groups. Although metro (SMSA) 
counties are referred to in this report as urban counties and nonmetro as rural 
counties, a majority of U.S. counties have both urban and rural components. 
Thus, urban-rural delineation of U.S. counties into 10 grougs illustrates that 
urban and rural, in the traditional sense, represent only extremes of the U.S. 
population and its environment. The county groups range from the most urban 
counties, defined as core counties of SMSA's with over 1 million people, to the 
most rural counties, which were defined as those with no urban population and 
not adjacent to an SMSA. 

The urban and rural definition used here differs from that used in the 
three previous reports. In those, rural America was defined as all nonmetro- 
politan counties (using the 1970 0MB designation), plus metropolitan counties 
wJth population densities of less than 100 per square mile. ThuK, r^^al in 
this report differs from the definition used in previous reports by excluding 
(1) counties designated metro counties as of April 1973 and (2) metro counties 
with less than 100 persons per square mile. 

This report includes analysis of 209 programs which accounted for $192 
billion (or 77.3 percent) of the $2A9 billion in total Federal outlays for 
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fiscal year 1972. It does not include those classes of outlays which have only 
a minimal impact on rural development. For analytical purposes, the selected 
program outlays were divided into five program categories: 

(1) Agriculture and Natural Resources—includes direct payments 
to farmers, conservation programs, and farm loan programs of 
the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA); the parks and 
forest programs of the Interior Department; and related 
programs ; 

(2) Community Development — includes programs in urban renewal, 
health service facilities construction, development loans 
and grants, and transportation; 

(3) Housing — includes grant and loan programs of the Department 
of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) and USDA and the 
home mortgage insurance programs of HUD; 

^V) Human Resource Development — includes income maintenance 
(such as social security and welfare), education, voca- 
tional rehabilitation, health services, employment 
opportunities, and manpower training and development 
programs, and programs for American Indians; and 

(5) Defense, space, and atomic energy — all programs of the 

Department of Defense, the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration (NASA), and the Atomic Energy Commission 
(AEC) . 

Over all selected programs, nonmetropolitan areas received 24.7 percent of |^ 
all outlays, though they accounted for 27.2 percent of the population. 

Total outlays on a per capita basis favored fast-growing counties and 
high-income counties. Among metropolitan counties with 1960-70 population ^ 
declines of 5 percent or more, per capita outlays were over twice as great as 
among nonmetropolitan counties with similar declines in population. 

When certain classes of Federal outlays are excluded, however, nonmetro- ^ 
politan areas appear to receive favored treatment compared with metropolitan 
areas. Defense, AEC, and NASA outlays are clearly not the result of investment 
decisions to assure an equitable distribution of economic benefits between 

metro and nonmetro areas. They are designed instead to achieve certain quite ^ 

explicit objectives which frequently require input attributes which are found i 

only in larger urban centers. Another class of Federal outlays are distributed t 

on a per capita eligibility basis irrespective of location—social security and i"i 

other retirement benefits. The following table displays the relative share of § 

total Federal outlays for the 209 selected Federal programs for metro and non- q 

metro areas with exclusions of those classes of Federal outlays discussed above- U 
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Metro outlays 


\ Nonmetro outlays 


Item i 


Total ! 
outlays : 


Amount : 


% of 
total 


: Amount : 


% of 
total 




Mil. 
Dols . 


Mil.' 
Dols. 


Pet. 


Mil. 
Dols . 


Pet. 




192,351.2 
-27,457.7 


144,840.5 


75.3 


47,510.7 


24.7 




-22,185.8 


-5,271,9 


bxcxuae aeiense couLracLS • • 


164,893.5 
, -36,739.3 


122,654.7 
-32,330.6 


74.4 


42,238.8 
-4,408.7 


25.6 




! 128,154.2 
. -5,698.1 


90,324.1 
-4,914.0 


70.5 


37,830.1 
784.2 


29.5 








Exclude Soc . Sec & other 
retirement benefits 


; 122,456.1 
; -57,211.1 


85,410.1 
-40,619.9 


69.8 


37,045.9 
-16,591.2 


30.3 




': 65,245.0 


44,790.2 


68.7 


20,454.7 


31.4 



Some examples of the metro-nonmetro differences in volume and mix of out- 
lays are as follows: 

(1) Outlays for agriculture and natural resources (which comprised A. 6 
percent of all selected outlays at the U.S. level) were heavily concentrated in 
nonmetro counties and highest on a per capita basis in the most rural of non- 
metro counties, where they comprised almost one-third of all selected outlays. 
Among nonmetro counties, outlays for agriculture a»nd natural resources favored 
those with large population losses during the 1960's. 

(2) On a per capita basis, community development outlays were higher in 
nonmetro counties than in metro counties and highest of all in totally rural 
nonmetro counties not adjacent to an SMSA. But, these county differences in 
community development outlays were largely a function of differences in outlays 
for transportation (particularly highway construction), which were concentrated 
in sparsely settled cr^unties. 

(3) Federal housing outlays favored metro counties, particularly fast- 
growing metro counties. On a per capita basis, housing outlays in metro 
counties were over twice those in nonmetro counties* In metro counties with 
1960-70 population growth rates above the national average, per capita housing 
outlays were almost 50 percent higher than the national average and over three 
times as high as in nonmetro counties with 1960-70 population losses. This 
metro-nonmetro distribution of housing outlays exists despite poorer quality 
housing in nonmetro areas. Although nonmetro areas received only 15 percent of 
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the housing outlays in fiscal year 1972, they accounted for 60 percent of all 
housing without complete plumbing in 1970* 

(4) As a package, human resource outlays were heavily weighted toward 
income maintenance outlays (welfare, social security, and so Torth). Therefore, 
it was not surprising to find that these outlays were greatest, on a per capita 
basis, in counties with large incidences of poor people and of aged people. 
Per capita outlays for human resource development were ^'lightly higher in non- 
metro than in metro counties* Across the urban-to-rural continuum, per capita 
outlays for human resource development were largest in the most rural of non*- 
metro counties and smallest in the fringe counties of large SMSA's, but the 
incidence of poverty was over four times greater in the most rural nonmetro 
counties (27.2 percent) than in the fringe counties of large SMSA*s (6.5 per- 
cent). Also, the most rural nonmetro counties had a much larger percentage of 
aged people. 

Although across all counties, per capita outlays for human resource 
development were slightly greater in nonmetro than in metro counties, these 
outlays in metro counties with 1960-70 population declines of 5 percent or more 
were twice as large as in^nonmetro counties with similar population losses. 
Grants-to-States for Welfare in declining metro counties were over four times 
such per capita grants in declining nonmetro counties. And Federal medical 
assistance accruing to declining metro counties was six times the level that 
accrued to nonmetro counties with similar population declines. 

By comparing individual human resource development programs with specific 
target groups, it was found that: 

(a) The distribution of Title I education funds (for disadvantaged 
children) from the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 
across the urban-to-rural continuum of counties was similar to the dis- 
tribution of school age children in poverty, suggesting equal access to 
the services in urban and rural areas. Likewise, the distribution of 
Head Start outlays closely resembled the distribution of the poverty 
population of preschool age. 

(b) With regard to individual income maintenance programs, outlays for 
social security and old-age and survivor benefits under the social 
security program appear to be equally accessible to aged people in 
rural and urban areas. Nonmetro counties accounted for 31.4 percent of 
the population over 65 years, and 29 percent of the old-age and survivor 
benefits. 

On the other hand, outlays for the package of public assistance 
programs appear to favor poverty populations in the more urban counties 
relative to their rural counterparts. Nonmetro counties contained 39.8 
percent of the poverty population but obtained only 26 percent of Fed- 
eral outlays for welfare programs. The metro-nonmetro distribution of. 
welfare outlays is heavily weighted by the large benefits from the Aid- 
to-Families with Dependent Children Program (AFDC). Despite recent 
changes in some States, the AFDC program is geared to poverty families 
with female heads. Therefore, since a much smaller portion of nonmetro 
poverty families are headed by females (23.2 percent compared with 39.8 

4 
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percent), a smaller share of the nonmetro poor are eligible for welfare 
payments. Only 19.6 percent of Federal outlays for AFDC accrued to non 
metro counties, but almost 40 percent of the total poverty population 
under 18 years of age were nonmetro residents. 

(5) Eighty-five percent of all outlays for defense, NASA, and AEC pro- 
grams accrued to metro counties, leaving them with a per capita figure over 
twice that for nonmetro counties. Across all U.S. counties, such outlays were 
heavily concentrated in fast-growing counties, where, on a per capita* basis, 
they were 33 percent above the national average and 64 percent above the 
average in counties with population declines of 5 percent or more. 
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Federal Outlay Data 

Data compiled for the Executive Office of the President by the Office of 
Economic Opportunity (OEO) provide the basis for this analysis. These data are 
supplied by the various Federal agencies to OEO, which has responsibility for 
the preparation or the Federal Outlays report. These outlay data are subject 
to a number of limitations* Nevertheless, they represent the best comprehen- 
sive set of data on a geographical basis for detailed Federal program outlays. 
In using Federal outlay data, this report pertains only to that portion of 
Government-assisted services provided directly through Federal programs. It 
does not include that portion ol programs which are supported by State and 
local governments, nor does it include the matching contribution of State and 
local units under the various Federal programs. Thus, the data in this 
report do' not measure the total availability of Government-assisted services 
but only that share provided through Federal programs. 

When evaluating individual Federal programs, and groups of closely related 
progriims, one should keep in mind that there are frequently good reasons for 
program outlays being sharply at variance with the population distribution 
between urban and rural areas. Program outlays should be assessed in terras of 
the relevance of a particular program(s) to problems or deficiencies in rural 
areas. Most USDA programs are intended to serve farm and rural people, while 
many other Federal programs are targeted substantially toward the cities — for 
example. Model Cities and urban housing programs. Location of defense contracts 
should be related to the location of contractors best qualified to serve the 
public interest. Social security, public assistance, and Veterans' Administra- 
tion program outlays should be allocated geographically in relation to the lo- 
cation of eligible recipients of these programs. Such considerations make it 
impossible to render a clear-cut judgment about the equity of the allocation of 
most Federal program outlays between rural and urban are<»s on the basis of data 
on outlays alone. 

Nevertheless, some inequities in the rural-urban sharing in Federal pro- 
gram services are evident from the outlay data presented in the report. 

In assessing inequities, the rural-urban distribution of Federal outlays 
is compared with the rural-urban distribution of the total population eligible 
for specific programs. Such a comparison provides assessment of accessibility 
of individual Federal programs or groups of programs to rural and urban 
Americans. For instance, for individual Federal programs, a comparison of the 
rural-urban distribution of program outlays with that of the program* s eligible 
population, provides insights into the ability of the program to reach its tar- 
get population in rural and urban areas. And, if rural-urban differences in 
program accessibility do exist, such comparisons may call attention to the need 
for new program provisions or entirely new programs. 

Selection of Programs 

In fiscal year 1972, all Federal outlays (excluding those that accrued to 
territories and trusts) totaled $225 billion (table 1). Additional outlays 
amounting to $24 billion resulted from Federal influence in the form of guaran- 
teed and insured loans (mainly for subsidized housing programs and mortgage 
insurance programs, farm loans, and community development loans). Of the total 
$249 billion, $192 billion (or 77 percent) was selected for further analysis. 

7 
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.: 1.129.8 


SS.8 


S2.4 


39.3 


13.1 


23.8 


9.S 


14.2 
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2.6 
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0.3 
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47.2 


32.6 


14.6 


28. 6 


6.6 


17.6 


S.8 


2.6 


3.2 


4.6 


0.4 


0.9 



total :/.......>.> 


.>.: 3.07S.O 


98.3 


73.3 


61.0 


12.2 


IS.l 


9.9 


1.7 


0.9 


0.1 


0.1 


2/ 


If 


o.« 


Off lea of tceoemic Opportunity: total I/..-...-.......:. 


692.1 


78. S 


SI. 2 


46.3 


4.9 


19.1 


8.3 


21. S 


4.« 


3.9 


4.0 


S.O 


1.0 


3.0 


Railroad lUt lr««<n t toard : total It*. .:•-.»:• •> . • 


.»: 2.2S).8 


69.1 


34.7 


26.8 


8.0 


23.4 


10.9 


30.9 


8.0 


4.S 


6.7 


8.8 


1.1 


1.9 


S«a!l Sualnaas Adalalatratloa: total. .-. . . .> 
aalaetad rf0tr«K«..> 


1.792.0 
1.708.0 


68.7 

67.3 


42.2 
40.6 


34.2 
32.6 


8.0 
8.2 


19.0 
19.1 


7.S 
7.6 


31.3 
32.7 


S.8 
6.0 


6.« 

4.7 


ft.8 

7.2 


9. 

10.3 


1.2 
1.3 


3.1 
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82.3 
82.6 
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48.2 


3S.3 
33.2 


13.3 
IS.l 


24. S 
2S.2 


9.2 
9.1 


17.7 
17.4 


S.3 
4.9 
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3.0 


3.7 
3.7 


6.2 
6.1 


O.S 
0.6 


1.0 
1.0 


All othar at«acl««: total.-..- ..-.>.....,..:....»:. 

iclce tad p rofTMS • • •> •:• •> - - •:•>:• 


...:29.2y).0 
0.0 


8S.2 


60.6 


47.6 


13.3 


19. S 


S.O 


14.8 


4.9 


1.9 


3.3 


3.2 


0.4 


1.0 


Total . .> <. . . <. ..... 


.,..249.012.4 3/ 
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These selected outlays came from 209 Federal programs .^elected on the basis of 
(1) their importance relative to total Federal outlays, (2) their relevance in 
providing public services to the State and county level, and (3) the reliabili- 
ty of the outlay data to the county level. For instance, all defense-related 
outlays were' included, largely because of their relative importance in the 
Federal spending picture (accounting for about 36 percent of Federal outlays in 
fiscal yeo.: 1972) and their influence on local economies. Other programs, such 
as grants and loans for development of conmunity water and sewer systems, were 
included because of their obvious relevance to economic development. On the 
other hand, some programs were excluded from the analysis because county-level 
data had been derived by mechanical proration. Other programs were excluded 
because outlays had been assigned to the county of the location of the State 
agency administering the programs and thus did not approximate final distribu- 
tion of the Federal outlays. 2/ 

Classification of Programs 

Outlays for the selected programs totaled $192 billion. These 209 pro-- 
grams were classified into 5 general program types: (1) Agriculture and 
natural resources, (2) community development, (3) housing, (A> human resource 
development, and (S) defense, space, and atomic energy. 





Selected 




Fet'eral 


General program type 


programs 




outlays 






Bil. 


Pet. of 






dols. 


total 


Agriculture and natural resources 


44 


8.8 


4.6 


Conmunity development 


59 


12.8 


6.7 


Housing 


29 


22.2 


11.5 


Human resource development 


62 


78.7 


40.9 


Defense, NASA, and AEC 


15 


69.9 


36.3 


Total 


209 


1«2.4 


100.0 



As a percent of total outlays, the 62 programs under human resource development 
(education, welfare, social security, and so forth) comprised the largest share 

2/ App. table 1 indicates the individual programs where outlays have been 
prorated by various methods. In total, A3 percent of the selected outlays were 
from programs where some method of proration was used. However, no serious 
problems of proration existed in the selected programs. Major prorations among 
selected programs include (1) welfare programs, where data were prorated on the 
basis of number of recipients, (2) defense contracts, where outlays were allo- 
cated to location of prime contractors, and (3) some where prorations were 
based on the distribution of employees • 
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of all selected outlays (AO. 9 percent) followed closely by combined outlays 
from the Department of Defense, NASA, and AEC (36.3 percent). Outlays for com- 
munity development (grants and loans for water and sewer systems, health facil- 
ities construction, and siaall business and transportation funds) represented 6.7 
percent of the total, while housing outlays from HUD. the Veterans Administra- 
tion (VA), and USDA totaled 11.5 percent of all selected outlays. Outlays for 
agriculture and natural resources comprised the smallest proportion of selected 
outlays (4.6 percent). 

Each major program type was divided into several specific program types, 
and each specific program type was comprised of several individual programs 
having a coiranon focus. For instance, of the 62 programs providing $78.7 billion 
for human resource development, 9 programs provided $9.4 billion for welfare 
(see table 2). Within the welfare program, grants to States for Old-Age 
Assistance payments comprised $1.2 billion. 3/ 

Outlays for agriculture and natural resources were comprised of USDA funds 
for direct payments to farmers, various farm conservation programs, and Depart- 
ment of Interior funds for parks and forests. Coimnunity development outlays In- 
clude (1) development loans and grants from the Small Business Administration and 
the Departments of Commerce, Housing and Urban Development, and Agriculture, 
(2) highway and mass transportation funds from the Department of Transportation, 
and (3) urban renewal funds from HUD, and Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare (HEW) funds for construction of health service facilities. 

Housing outlays were divided into the grant programs of HUD and USDA and 
the home mortgage insurance programs of HUD. Human resource development pro- 
grams included those for elementary and secondary education, health, welfare, 
medical assistance, social security, and employment, and programs exclusively 
for American Indians. Department of Defense payrolls and contracts and all 
outlays of NASA and AEC were grouped to form the last category of Federal out- 
lays. 

Rural-Urban Classification of Counties 

All U.S. counties were grouped according to their official 0MB 1973 metro- 
politan-nonmetropolitan classification (New England areas were generalized to a 
county basis). Metro (SMSA) counties are more urban than nonmetro counties. 
Thus, metro counties are referred to as urban counties and nonmetro counties 
are referred to as being rural, Metro counties were further divided by the 
population size of the SMSA of which they were a part. Counties within metro 
areas of 1 million people or more were classed as large metro and further 
divided into core counties and suburban (fringe) counties. Counties within 
metropolitan areas of 250,000 to 999,999 people were classed as "edium metro, 
and small metro counties were counties of metro areas of less than 250,000 pop- 
ulation. Nonmetro counties were divided according to the absolute size of 
their urban population and proximity to metro areas. Urbanized, less urbanized, 
and thinly populated nonmetro counties were counties having at least 20,000 
urban residents, 2,500 to 19,999 urban residents, and no urban residents, re- 
spectively. Each of the three nonmetropolitan county groups was further divided 
into those adjacent to an SMSA and those not adjacent to an SMSA. 

3/ The distribution of outlays from each of the 209 individual programs is 
shown in app. table 1. 
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In total, the 10 groups of counties (4 metro, 6 nonmetro) represent vary- 
ing degrees of urban influence upon the county's population; that is, the group- 
ings represent an urban-to-rural scale with the most urban (exhibiting the most 
urban influence) being the core counties of large metro areas and the most rural 
being nonmetro counties with no urban residents and not adjacent to an SMSA. 

Metro and nonmetro counties by county groups are shown in figures 1 and 2. 
Each county group is described as follows: 

I. Metropolitan (SMSA) Counties (fig. 1) 

Counties containing at least 1 city of 50,000 Inhabitants or more, or 
adjacent cities with a combined population of 50,000, plus contiguous 
counties that are essentially metropolitan in character and integrated by 
reason of their inhabitants commuting to the central city. 

1. Large Metropolitan 

Counties of SMSA's having at least 1 million population in 1970. 
Examples of such SMSA's are New York City, Chicago, Los Angeles, 
Houston, and Boston. 

a. Core Counties 

Examples of such counties (or the equivalent) are the District of 
Columbia; the five counties of New York City; Orleans Parish, La.; 
St. Louis City and County; and Cook County, 111. Twenty-nine per- 
cent of the U.S. population lived in core counties of large SMSA's 
in 1970. The average population was over 1.2 million people 
(table 3). As a group these counties grew slower in population 
during the 1960 's than the U.S. population as a whole (11.3 per- 
cent in contrast to 13.3 percent for the United States) but had a 
median family income, of roughly $1,000 higher than the U.S. average. 

b. Fringe Counties 

Examples of fringe (suburban) counties of large SMSA's are Mont- 
gomery County, Md., and Fairfax County, Va.; Cobb County, Ga., of 
the Atlanta SMSA; and Bucks County, Pa., of the Philadelphia area. 
Fringe counties had an average 1970 population of almost 200,000 
and a 1969 median family income of $11,990, highest of any county 
group and $1,400 more than in the core counties. These counties 
as a group increased in population during the 1960 's by one-third. 
This population growth rate was almost three times that of the 
neighboring core counties. Over 80 percent of the fringe counties 
had population growth rates above the U.S. average of 13.3 percent. 

2. Counties of Medium Metropolitan Areas 

These counties comprise SMSA's with populations of 250,000 to 999,999. 
Some SMSA's which fall into the class include Oklahoma City, Phoenix,* 
Birmingham, and Salt Lake City. As a group, counties of the medium 
SMSA s averaged 179,000 persons xn 1970 and had a 1960-70 population 
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growth rate above the national average and a median family income of 
$9,838, roughly $250 above the national average. Almost three-fourths 
of these counties were in the South and North Central regions. 

3. Counties of Small Metropolitan Areas 

These counties comprise SMSA's of under 250,000 persons in 1970. Exam- 
ples of lesser SMSA's are Lawton, Okla.; Lynchburg, Va.; Fargo-Moorhead , 
N.D.-Minn. ; Portland, Me»; and Eugene, Greg. Average 1970 population 
of the counties was 97.5 thousand. During the 1960's, the population 
of these counties grew slightly faster than the U.S. population as a 
whole. The counties had a median family income in 1969 of $8,976, 
$614 below the national average of $9,590. As was the case with 
medium metropolitan counties, a large majority (over 80 percent) of 
these counties were located in the South and North Central region, 
with over one-half located in the South. 

II. Nonmetropolitan (non-SMSA) Counties (fig. 2) 

All counties not qualifying as metropolitan. 

4. Urbanized Counties — having 20,000 or more urban residents in 1970. 

a. Counties Adjacent to an SMSA 

The average 1970 population of such nonmetropolitan counties was 
73,000, up 12.3 percent from 1960. In terms of population growth^ 
these counties fall slightly below the national average. Their 
1969 median family income was $8,701, $889 below the national 
average • 

b. Counties Not Adjacent to an SMSA 

These counties averaged 55.8 thousand in population in 1970, sub- 
stantially below the population of urbanized nonmetropolitan 
counties adjacent to an SMSA. Also, th^se counties had 1960-70 
population growth rates substantially below those of counties 
adjacent to an SMSA — 7,8 in contrast to 12.3 percent. Over AO 
percent of these counties wers located in the South. Median 
family income was $8,086, $1,504 less than the national average. 

5. Less Urbanized Counties Having 2,500 to 19,999 Urban Residents in 1970 
a. Counties Adjacent to an SMSA 

The averajse 1970 county population in this group was 23.6 thousand, 
representing a 4-percent increase over the 1960 population. Thus, 
the population growth rate in this county group was less than one- 
third the national average. Over 40 percent of these counties 
lost population during the 1960 *s. Median family income was 
$7,456, $2,134 less than the national average. 
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b» Counties Not Adjacent to an SMSA 

As was the case with the two urbanized county groups, the adjacent- 
no t adjacent to SMSA comparison within the less urbanized group 
shows the positive effects In terms of population growth and In- 
come of proximity to a metropolitan area. Kere the county group 
not adjacent to an SMSA lost population during the 1960 and the 
adjacent group grew by 4 percent. Median family Income In 1969 
was $7,094, $362 less than for the "adjacent*^ group of counties, 
and $2,496 below the national average. 

Thinly Populated Counties Having No Urban Residents In 1970 

a« Counties Adjacent to an SMSA 

These counties averaged 9,453 people in 1970. Over all, the popu- 
lation in these counties was fairly stable during the 1960*s, 
showing only a slight increase over the decade. Median family 
income in 1969 was $6,A12, over $3,000 below the national average. 
Almost two-thirds of the counties were located in the South. 

b. Counties Not Adjacent to an SMSA 

The average 1970 population of counties within this group was less 
than 7,000. As a group, these counties lost 4.4 percent of their 
population during the 1960 's. Median family Income was the lowest 
for any county group~$6,142, $3,448 below the national average. 
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DISTRIBUTION OF FEDERAL OUTLAYS 

In Federal programs selected fnr ^K■»^ ^ ^ 
outlays accrued lo „etro count Li fnd ^neffo'ur h't ' '^"-^°-^hs of total 
Per capita outlays for the United f . ^° """"^tro counties (table 2) 

counties, they were $980-!lA per«' JL\ ! ^. ' ' 'J ^" 

nonmetro counties. Metro-non^^ro diffSrle^"? ^^^^ ^^"^ ^^P*'^ °"'lays in 
outlays are outlined in table 4 / whereas ouM J" J * ^""Position of Federal 
iresources were of little significance in^.!^ agriculture and natural 

percent of all selected outlays) in n^^ metro, counties (comprising only 1.2 
a Significant part (14.8 perce^ ) thTtot^lT;"'? ^"'^^ represented 
capita connnunity development outlays ^ere M^i.r ^^^^8^' 
capita outlays for housing in metro count l.c^ ^" "onmetro counties, but per 
metro counties. The metro-non^etr" d^t^ibutior 7V .^""^T " " ^» 

resource development slightly favored n^nmet^^^ of Federal outlays for human 
defense. NASA, and AEC gJeatiy faJored metro outlays for 

these three areas were over twice as Lr^' ? ^« capita outlays for 

counties. ^"ge in metro counties as m nonmetro 

Table 4— Composition of Federal outlays in ^.•^r 

fiscal yeari972 -onntt.s, 

counties 



;Dols^ Pet, Dols^ Pet, Dols, Pet. 

Agriculture and natural \ 

resources \ 

Community development..*.*.*.*.*.***.' go /\ ^-2 127 U.8 

Housing •; ^-7 58 5.9 77 90 

Human resource development!.***- 387 '^P ^3.0 61 7.*! 

Defense. NASA, and AE?... ; 'f,^ 3'°'^ f^J 38.9 ADA A7 J 

; -^^A 36.3 A02 41.0 190 22.1 

. '°'^'-**: 980 100.0 859 100.0 

Percentages may not Tital Lo iUU because of roundlii: — 

Source: Office of Economic Opportunity data. 

1/ Nonmetropolitan counties Palni.H » 01 ^ t.^, , 
Federal outlays (totaling $192 biUion) J^f^ f Y^^^^" ^'^"^ °^ selected 
billion)-24.7 percent and 22.7 percen reLe^J°'?^ T'^^^^ (totaling $2A9 
percentages were less than the nonLtr^sLre of the" ^'1'%^^', 
Thus, for both total and selected Federal Population (27.2 percent), 

higher in metro counties than in non!p^r "P"« °"tlays were 

Federal outlays fevors n^et^o cou'^tJ^ reLtJ^rt'"';,, ^^-'^ibution of total 
tion of the selected outlays, large'; wLc^ mfro-nomaetro distribu- 

lays and high technology outlays LdL S Ld AE? '""'^^ °' '"'""^^ 
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PER CAPITA FEDERAL OUTLAYS BY MAJOR PROGRAM TYPE, FISCAL YEAR 1972 
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Figure 3 



Asiong the 10 netro and nonmetro groupings of counties In figure 3, the 
core counties of the large metropolitan areas (1 wllllon population or more) 
had the largest per capita Federal outlay ($1,063), followed closely by a 
$1,044 per capita outlay in the most rural of all nonmetro counties (counties 
having no urban population and not adjacent to an SMSA) • Thus, over all 
selected programs, the most urban and the most rural county groups had the 
highest Federal outlays on a per capita basis. However, little similarity 
existed in the composition of Federal outlays accruing to these two groups of 
counties. As expected, outlays for agriculture and natural resources were a 
major element in the total Federal package accruing to the most rural counties 
(comprising almost one-third of total outlays) , but they were of little signif- 
icance in the most urban counties^ On the other hand, outlays for defense, 
NASA, and A£C comprised 40 percent (totaling $428 per capita) of all outlays in 
the urban, core counties, but represented only 6.6 percent (totaling $69 per 
capita) in the most rural, nonmetro county group. Per capita outlays fron all 
housing programs were over twice as large in the core counties of large metro 
areas as in the most rural, nonmetro counties ($133 and $50, respectively). 
Conversely, per capita Federal outlays for cotnmunity development were almost 
three times larger in the most rural, nonmetro counties — $142 compared with $60 
in core counties of large metro areas. Per capita Federal outlays for human 
resource development totaled $463 in the most r^Tal, nonmetro counties and $436 
in the highly urbanized, metro core counties. 

Lowest per capita outlays were in the less urbanized nonmetro counties 
(having 2,500-19,999 urban residents) which are adjacent to an SMSA ($732) and 
in the fringe counties of large metro areas ($806). Major differences in the 
composition of Federal outlays for these two county groups involve the relative 
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inagnitude of outlays for defense and agriculture and natural resources* Defense 
outlays in the fringe (suburban) counties were four times larger than in the 
less urbanized, nonmetro counties, while agriculture and natural resource out- 
lays were substantially larger in the J^ss urbanized nonmetro counties. 

By grouping counties by their rate of population growth during the 1960 's, 
by 1969 per capita income, and by region, it vas found that per capita Federal 
outlays across all selected programs were: (1) highest in counties which expe- 
rienced 1960-70 population losses of more than 5 percent but higher in the 
fastest growing group (with growth rates above the national average of 13.3 
percent) than in the two "middle" growth groups; (2) highest in counties with 
per capita incomes in the top 10 percent of all counties; and (3) among census 
regions, highest in the West and lowest In the North Central region (fig. 4). 

Figure A shows that (1) high defense and housing outlays were associated 
with fast-growing counties, high-income counties, and counties of the South and 
West, (2) the highest per capita outlays for human resource development were in 
counties that lost population during the 1960 's and low-income counties, (3) 
high per capita outlays for agriculture and natural resources tended to be 
found in counties with recent population losses, low-income counties, and coun- 
ties of the Nomh Central region, and (A) community development outlays, on a 
per capita basis, tended to be high in low-income counties an<t counties with 
recent population losses. 

Differences in per capita Federal outlays among metro and nonmetro counties 
are most pronounced in counties with 1960-70 population losses of 5 percent or 
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CL, if*r^' I "P^''^ ^^^"^^ ^" "'^^-^ counties with population 

cooties wM^r" 7 f Jf'^' ^^^h ^959 in no^etlo 
counties which experienced similar population losses. While outlays for human 

outU^s^'i Ll?rr' ^" outstripped su'r 

u^pI nonmetro counties, differences in defense outlays contrib- 

werf '^^h ^T7TT° • P« ^plta defence "tlays 

^ith :i:nar po'^u^ti^tLs^^ """'^^^ 
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Figure 5 

Agriculture and Natural Resource Outlays 

in fiLlrvearJjyr '?i;.:r''M'"" and nat«ral resources totaled $8.8 billion 
xn riscai year 1972. These outlays consisted of $3.0 billion in direct Dav 

S:)'°a dTz'binJ ^'^^'^'^^ 8uarante"ef:S\SSred 

ioansj, and $1.2 billion for natural resources and conservation. These pro- 
grams were oriented to rural areas, with 79.6 percent of such outlays acc^^ln« 

United States as a whole, ranging from a low of $6 per capita in the largest 
metro areas to $320 in the most rural, nonmetro couSty group (table 5)? 

For the more rural county groups, these outlays are the most important 
ones as a component of total Federal outlays. In the thinly populated counties 
not adjacent to an SMSA. outlays for agriculture and natural Resources cZ'ised 

in'cont'^^f t^ ^^'""i P^^^^Se accruing to sucrcounu';? 

m contrast to only 4.5 percent for all U.S. counties. 
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Tha mix of agriculture and natural resource outlays differed substantially 
across types of counties • Staff salaries and expenses of the Fanaers Home 
Administration, Forest Service, and Soil Conservation Service accounted for a 
substantial share of these relatively small outlays in metro counties (as high 
as 50 percent in core counties of large metro areas) but were small > in relation 
to direct payments and farm loans, in the more rural county groups. The farm 
population is the target of direct agriculture payments and farm loans and 
although the primary concerns of the included USDA appropriations are rural 
matters, a significant part of these outlays (44 • 5 percent) accrue to m'etro 
counties because of State personnel location (see table 2). 



Among nonmetro counties, per capita outlays for agriculture and natural 
resources were inversely related to recent population growth. Such per capita 
outlays in nonmetro counties with 1960-70 population losses of over 5 percent 
were over four times per capita outlays in nonmetro counties growing faster 
than the U.S. average (fig. 6). 




PER CAPITA FEDERAL OUTLAYS FOR AGRICULTURE AND 
NATURAL RESOURCES ACCRUING TO NONMETROPOLITAN 
COUNTIES, FISCAL YEAR 1972 
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Figure 6 



Coiomunity Development Outlays 

JFederal outlays in fiscal year 1972 for this group of programs totaled 
$12.8 billion~$1.3 billion in direct loans from USDA, the Department of 
Commerce, and the Small Business Administration; $1.5 billion in insured loans 
and $2.5 billion, in grants to communities and businesses; $5.8 billion in trans-- 
portation outlays; $1.7 billion for urban renewal; and $A7.6 million for con- 
struction of health care facilities. 
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As a group, per capita outlays for conimunlty development programs were 
substantially higher in nonmetro counties ($77) than in metro counties ($58) 
and nuch higher in the most rural, nonmetro counties ($142) than in the coun- 
ties of large metro areas ($55). But differences in transportation outlays 
(mainly for highway construction) explain much of the total differences 
(table 6). In turn, intercounty group differences in per capita transportation 
outlays are largely a function of the differences in population density. Almost 
39 percent of outlays from the major highway planning and construction program, 
totaling $4.9 billion, went to nonmetro counties and 7.2 percent went to the 
most rural, nonmetro counties (see app. table 1). Community development loans 
as a group were approximately equally divided between metro and nonmetro coun-- 
ties, with the USDA loans for communities (rural electrification and telephone 
loans and water and sewer loans) being concentrated in nonmetro counties and 
loans to business and development companies, from Commerce and the Small 
Business Administration, being concentrated in metro counties. Community 
grants, as a group, favored metro counties, where per capita outlays totaled 
$13 in contrast to $10 in nonmetro counties. 

As with community loans, the nonmetro-orienteu programs of the Department 
of Agriculture (comprised largely of grants for water and sewer system develop- 
ment) were outweighted by the more metro-oriented grants of HUD, the Environmen- 
tal Protection Agency, and the law enforcement programs of the Department of 
Justice. For example, the nonmetro-oriented outlays from the five USDA grant 
programs for water and sewer development totaled $45 million and were far out- 
weighted by the $780 million outlays of EPA programs for construction of waste 
water treatment works. Over 80 percent of EPA outlays for thii program accrued 
to metro counties. 

Community development outlays favored both metro and nonmetro counties 
with population losses of over 5 percent (fig* 7). The greatest netro-nonmetro 




PER CAPITA FEDERAL OUTLAYS FOR COMMUNITY 
DEVELOPMENT, FISCAL YEAR 1972 
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Figure 7 
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difference In community development outlays was in counties with population 

wl^r^l'f "^""2" °^ l^-^ P"""'' ^^"^ outlays 

were 41 percent higher than in fast-growing metro counties. 

Housing Outlays 

Federal housing outlays in fiscal year 1972 totaled $22.2 billion and rep- 
resented expenditures from USDA, HUD, and the Veterans' Administration (VA) 
Only a small part (3 7 percent, or $816 million) of the housing outlays rep^e- 

?or usnf ^"t""'l '^r''"^- '"'^^ included'^outlays 
W rl t J" ^"^^"^ programs and self-help housing grants and huD's 

low-rent public housing and housing for the handicapped and elderly The vast 
majority of the Federal housing outlays was represented by HUD 'smo^ gage 
insurance programs and VA's Guaranteed and Insured Loans. Combined outlays 
trom the major home mortgage insurance program of HUD and VA's guaranteed and 
inrtotai!^" ^"^""^ accounted for over $16.2 billion of the $22.2 billion hous- 

In total. Federal outlays for housing greatly favored metro areas. On a 

?o a^^aJera^elf 'S^rf "f " ^^^7 in contrast 

„on^^r ^ nonmetro counties and only $50 in the most rural of 

nonmetro counties (table 7). Almost $9 in $10 of outlays from the two major 

Table 7-Federal outlays for housing accruing to metro and nonmetro counties, 

fiscal year 1972 



Item 



Dollars/ 
capita 



Percent of total 



Total 



Grants 



Loans 



United States, total : io9 100.0 

Metropolitan, total : 127 100.0 

Large, total : 130 iqo.'o 

5 133 100.0 

: 122 100.0 

^^^^""^ : 125 100.0 

^^^■^■^ : 118 100.0 

Nonmetropolitan, total : 61 100.0 

Urbanized: : 

Adjacent to SMSA.. : 63 100.0 

Not adjacent to SMSA...: 82 lOO.'o 
Less urbanized: : 

Adjacent to SMSA : 55 100.0 

Not adjacent to SMSA...: 59 100 !o 
Thinly populated: : 

Adjacent to SMSA : 57 100.0 

Not adjacent to SMSA...: 50 100 !o 
— ^— : 
Percentages may not total to 100 because of rounding. 

Source: Office of Economic Opportunity data. 
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4.3 
5.7 
7.9 
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2.9 
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0.2 
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0.2 
0.9 



96.3 



95 
94, 
92. 
100. 
97. 
99. 



99.7 

99.7 
99.6 

99.8 
99.8 

99.8 
99.1 
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housing programs (HUD's home mortgage and VA's guaranteed and insured loans) 
accrued to metro counties (app. table 1). Housing grants, while comprising 
only 3.7 percent of housing outlays for the United States as a whole, were most 
Important in the core counties of large metro areas (comprising 7,9 percent of 
total housing outlays there) and least important in nonmetro counties* Low- 
rent public housing grants, which were almost exclusively in metro counties, 
comprised over 97 percent of all housing grants across all county groups. 

Figure 8 clearly shows that the influence of Federal funds on the Nation's 
housing is greatest in fast-growing counties, particularly fast-growing metro 
counties. The strong orientation of total Federal housing outlays toward metro 
areas existed despite the inferior quality of nonmetro housing. Whereas non- 
metro counties gained only 15 percent of all Federal housing outlays, 60 percent 
of the U.S. housing units without complete plumbing in 1969 were in nonmetro 
counties (table 8). 



Table 8 — Distribution of Federal housing outlays and quality of housing among 

metro and nonmetro counties 



Item 



Housing outlays, 
fiscal year 1972 



Housing units 
without complete 
plumbing, 1970 



United States, 



Bil. dols. 



Million 



22.2 4.7 
Percent of U.S. total 





84.8 


39.5 




A9.5 


16.8 




35.5 


12.0 




14.0 


4.8 




26.0 


14.8 


• 


9.3 


7.8 




15.2 


60.5 


Urbanized: : 








4.0 


8.0 


Not adjacent to SMS A...: 


2.8 


5.4 


Less urbanized: : 








3.3 


16.0 


Not adjacent to SMSA. . . : 


3.6 


17.7 


Thinly populated: : 








0.6 


4.6 


Not adjacent to SMSA...: 


1.0 


8.7 



Subgroups of percentages may not equal total because of rounding. 
Source: Office of Economic Opportunity data. 
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PER CAPITA FEDERAL OUTUYS FOR HOUSING 
FISCAL YEAR 1972 



LESS THAW -5.0 
PERCENT 



-5.0 TO 0 
PERCENT 



0.1 TO 13.3 
PERCENT 




••$163 
• « •* 



GREATER THAN 
U.S. AVERAGE 



CHANGE IIM COUNTY POPULATION, 1960-70 

E23 METROPOLITAN COUNTIES k,^^.^.^^ 

— ^ -Milts WONMETROPOLITAN COUNTIES 

MEG. RDS45-74 (3) RURAL DEVELOPMENT SERVICE 

Figure 8 



Huma n Resource Develop mP nt Outlays 



A0.9 Srtn^J o^a^^rse^" Sro"ua%°rj: J^T"^ fS.^^^ ''''' ^^^^^-^ or 
social security and other re LLeitr $5r2 bill ^1''^"" ^^^'^ ^^l^ioi), 

.aintL^n^e"tit\"s:c\%^^^^^^^^^^ Heavily toward income 

retxrements. and medical assis.ance-SedicaW ^^H m °^Her 
$9 xn $10 of all human resource develonm^nf '^^'^^"'^e) comprising almost 

that these outlays were greatest ^ outlays. Thus, it is not surprlsin.. 
large incidence of poor people a^d of ""^'^ ^" «^°"nties wi^J'f ^ 

-tro county groups^ Per^\;^\\^^i1y:^^„^/-P^- ^ and'n^n- 

co^ntie ""'^ '""^ °^ -n-tro countierme^T^nl" ^7^^°^"-"^ 

counties of large SMSA's ($280). The t?^63) and smallest in the fringe 

rural nonmetro counties was ov^ fo« tLe" tSe' °J ^^^^ ^" ^^e mosf 

cent g:'of ti"'^ SMSA's-.-.27.A percent chared S"n\y"f 5^"" 

centage of the population 65 years and over ? ^ Percent. The per- 

nonmetro counties and 7.5 percent iTtl^TrriZl ItLllT'"' 

resouJc"°d':vet^L°:;rou%^iay"s"aT^^^^ ^if ferences in the magnitude of human 
totaling $A04 per capita cLpared with $381 L »et°"'''''" ""'^"^ """"^^^ 
-e only ma.or differences in the comjof L^^n^ftt ^J^^^ .^en 
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PER CAPITA FEDERAL OUTUYS FOR HUMAN RESOURCE 
DEVELOPMENT, hSCAL YEAR 1972 




LESS THAN -5.0 
PERCENT 




-5.0 TOO 
PERCENT 




0.1 TO 13.3 
PERCENT 



GREATER THAN 
U.S. AVERAGE 
CHANGE IN COUNTY P0PULA7.JN. 1960-70 

ES3 METROPOLITAN COUNTIES ^) NONMETROPOLITAN COUNTIES 
SOURCE- APP. TABLE 2 DATA FROM OFFICE OF ECONOMIC OPPORruMTY. 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE nEG. RDS 46-74 (3) RURAL DEVELOPMENT SERVICE 

Figure 9 
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or more, these outlays greatirfavored J^r^^ P°P"^"^°" of 5 percent 

resource developnient'ouaayf ($92irwfrrt:jcrarUr^ ''^"''^ 
with large population losses $459 . compositJon^of h " 

went outlays in metro and nonmL^ composition of human resource develop- 

Metro Nonmetro 
counties counties 



Elementary and secondary education 

Health 

Welfare 

Medical assistance 

Social security and other retirements 
Employment opportunities, manpower 

training and development 
Programs for American Indians 



Dollars per capita in counties 
with 1960-70 population losses 
of 57. or more 



15 

16 
282 
164 
375 

70 

Less than $1 



19 
5 
62 
27 
332 

11 
3 



30 



00^ 
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Welfare and medical assistance outlays strongly favored declining metro 
counties relative to their nonmetro counterparts. Per capita welfare outlays 
in declining metro counties were over four times as large as in nonmetro coun- 
ties with large population declines. Medicaid outlays were over six times as 
large in declining metro counties as in declining nonmetro counties. This 
reflects differences in the availability of medical services, utilization rates, 
and level of charges. Among counties with large population declines, the 
employment-related outlays also strongly favored the metro counties, reflecting 
the relatively greater employment base on which to build and the greater avail- 
ability of service delivery mechanisms. 

Elementary and Secondary Education 

The selected education programs are weighted heavily toward outlays tar- 
geted for low-income populations, with Title I funds from the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965 comprising 74 percent of the total package of 
education outlays across all counties. Metro-nonmetro distribution of Title I 
outlays was quite similar to the distribution of children in poverty (a proxy 
for the target group) (table 10). Likewise, the distribution of Head Start 
outlays followed closely that of the poverty population of preschool age. Such 
outlay-target group comparisons strongly suggest that these programs are fairly 
distributed across all types of counties. 

Income Maintenance 

Federal income maintenance programs include social security and other 
retirements, grants-to-States for public assistance (welfare) payments, the 
Medicaid program (medical assistance), and the Food Stamp program. Whereas 
social security and other retirement programs are means-tested, the other in- 
come maintenance programs axe needs- tested. Thus, outlays for social security 
and other retirements are targeted primarily to retired people who have partic- 
ipated in the program. Persons at or near poverty are the targets of the needs- 
tested welfare and medical assistance programs. 

Table 11 shows that social security old-age and survivor benefits were 
distributed among the metro and nonmetro county groups in approximately the 
same portions as the aged population. The aged population represents a proxy 
for the target population of old-age and survivor benefits. Whereas 31.4 per- 
cent of the population 65 years and over lived in nonmetro counties, a slightly 
smaller portion (29 percent) of old-age and survivor benefits under social 
security accrue to nonmetro counties. 

Relative to the distribution of the poverty population, the distribution 
of public assistance grants strongly favored metro counties. Nonmetro counties 
contained 39.8 percent of the poverty population but obtained only 26 percent 
of Federal outlays for welfare programs. The difference in the distribution of 
welfare outlays and welfare target groups stems almost entirely, if not entirely, 
from the distribution of benefits from the Aid-to-Families with Dependent 
Children program (AFDC). While some States have elected to provide benefits to 
intact families, the AFDC program is geared primarily to poverty families with 
female heads. Therefore, since much smaller portions of nonmetro poverty fami- 
lies are headed by females (23.2 percent vs. 39.8 percent for metro families), 
a smaller share of the nonmetro poor are eligible for welfare payment. Whereas 
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only 19.6 percent of Federal outlays for AFDC accrued to nonmetro counties 27 
percent of the population under 18 in female-headed poverty families resided L 
nonmetro counties Further, almost 40 percent of the total poverty population 
f?f^L fj^f^ "^""^^ u^" nonmetro residents (table 11). This disparity re- 
flects the fact that the level of benefits, as well as the eligibility criteria 

llluLrl T'T '''''' ^^"^"^^y benefit LeL Sn' 

tnelr more urbanized counterparts. 

„ to States for old-age assistance were distributed among metro and 

ll^l^ ThJ 1 f proximately the same proportion as the poor! aged popu- 
MM / ^"J assistance and food stamp bonus coupons, although closely 

tied administratively to the welfare programs, offered a larger share of the 
outlays to nonmetro counties than the total welfare package. 

Employment Opportunitie s and Manpower Training and Development 

A substantial majority (83.4 percent) of outlays relating to employment 
opportunities and job training accrued to metro counties. On\ per capUa 

counter Tm T T.V """'^^^ '^°»P"^'^ ""^^^ in non»«"o 

counties. This significant outlay in nonmetro counties was achieved despite 

?i n,^^in r.^^^'f availability of an employment base upon which to build 
in metro counties and the absence of a delivery mechanism for these services in 
many thinly populated rural areas. services m 

Outlay s for Defense. NASA, and AEC 

Hon^*^!!^ ys/n'^l^ded all spending of the Department of Defense ($64 bil- 

ItTl: National Aeronautics and Space Administration. ($3.1 billion) and 
lllit. J^'^T ^^'-^ billion). As shown earlier in figure 3? per 

capita outlays for defense. NASA, and AEC were substantially higher in met« 
^^n?^f wr"".u°""'^^''* Further, it was shown that such outlays, on a per 
Irltlt ' associated with high rates of population 

growth within a county and with counties with high per capita income (fig. 4). 
Per capita outlays for defense, NASA, and AEC ranged from $428 in the fringe 

^n^i <iqn ""^ T'' "^^^ counties ($402 per capita) 

as the $190 per capita average in nonmetro counties (table 12). 

H.fpnt!°"MAc!*'" f ^ "unties grouped by population growth, per capita 

defense. NASA and AEC outlays were greatest in metro counties which Experi- 
enced population declines of 5 percent or more in 1960-70. In such counties 
they totaled $809. compared with only $75 in nonmetro counties with similar 
recent growth patterns (fig. 10). 
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Table 12-- Per capita Federal outlays for defense, NASA, and AEC programs 
accruing to metro and nonmetro counties, fiscal year 1972 



Item 



:Dollars/ 
: capita 



Percent of total 



Total 



: Defense : Defense : 
; payrolls ; contracts ; 



NASA 'AEC 







100 


.0 


39.3 


52.6 


3.8 


4.4 


: 


402 


100. 


.0 


37.3 


54.4 


3.2 


5.1 




406 


100 


.0 


27.3 


63.2 


2.9 


6.6 




428 


100. 


.0 


23.8 


66.7 


2.1 


7.4 




354 


100. 


.0 


37.2 


53.5 


5.0 


4.2 




393 


100. 


.0 


48.8 


45.1 


3.5 


2.6 




404 


100. 


.0 


S8.9 


35.1 


3.7 


4.3 




190 


100. 


.0 


50.3 


42.2 


7.0 


0.5 


Urbanized : : 


















301 


100 


.0 


50.4 


44.9 


4.1 


0.6 


Not adjacent to SMSA...: 


416 


100. 


.0 


62.7. 


30.6 


6.6 


0.1 


Less urbanized: : 


















89 


100. 


.0 


40.6 


47.4 


11.7 


0.2 


Not adjacent to SMSA...: 


98 


100. 


.0 


35.6 


59.3 


5.0 


0.1 


Thinly populated: : 


















115 


100. 


.0 


27.8 


26.5 


45.5 


0.1 


Not adjacent to SMSA...: 


69 


100. 


.0 


40.1 


47.4 


6.8 


5.7 



Percentages may not total to 100 because of rounding. 
Source: Office of Economic Opportunity data. 
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.0 

9.0 
17.6 

31.3 
14.9 
.0 
24.0 

14.5 
14.3 
14.9 



71.9 
38.5 



11.6 
10.9 
.7 
1.0 



6.5 
9.4 
21.8 



.5 
16.4 
7.4 
5.1 

.0 
6.5 



10.8 
.0 
.0 

16.3 

6.9 
13.0 
5.2 



13.2 
.0 



56.4 
18.5 
5.5 
15.3 



68.6 
38.6 
52.2 



96.5 
65.3 
87.2 
83.5 
100.0 
84.5 
72.1 

41.6 
.0 
.3 

».4 

61.2 
71.8 
14.8 



2.3 

36.9 



5.8 
6.5 
10.9 
18.8 
■4.5 



9.4 
4.9 



9.2 
6.6 
19.6 



.0 
13.2 
4.8 
13.7 
.0 
8.4 
.0 

4.1 
.0 
.3 
18.5 

3.3 
10.4 
3.3 



2.2 
7.8 



6.1 
4.6 
3.0 
8.3 
5.4 
8.9 



18.9 
19.3 
22.5 
21.0 
21.7 
23.6 



11.7 

24.9 
22.5 
18.7 
25.9 
17.6 
23.2 



12.2 4.2 13.5 19.0 
7.8 4.3 1.3 18.4 



3.4 3.1 



8.0 
3.9 
3.9 
.9 



2.3 
5.9 
6.6 



3.1 
3.2 
5.3 
6.2 

.0 
7.9 

.0 

2.1 
.0 
.0 

7.2 

11.6 
21.7 
2.8 



.1 
1.7 



.0 
2.3 



5.1 



13.3 10.4 

3.3 4.5 
.* .5 

3.6 5.3 

3.4 4.6 

14.5 22.3 

8.5 12.5 
9.5 9.5 



11.2 
22.8 
29.4 
29.4 
.0 
16.9 
6.7 

8.7 
.0 
.0 
.5 

9.2 
10.2 
2.5 



43.7 
12.9 
28.9 
18.0 
lOO.O 
24.5 
21.9 

11.1 
.0 



24.9 
20.2 
4.6 



6.1 12.3 27.7. 



8.4 85.2 11.0 11.0 



■0 52.7 21.5 14.8 



7.6 
4.1 



2.5 

7.5 
10.0 
5.0 
4.2 
2.7 
6.7 



6.2 
.6 
.0 
.4 



7.9 
4.1 
6.9 
3.9 
.0 
10.2 
43.5 

5.4 
.0 
.0 
.3 

3.5 
3.3 
.1 



7.2 

19.3 
19.7 
12.9 
7.7 
9.4 
7.3 



2.5 2.2, 
.0 .0 



9.1 
1.4 
.7 



4.5 15.7 
1.3 3.8 
2.0 4.9 



30.6 
9.2 
11.9 
12.2 

.0 
16.6 

.0 

10.3 
.0 
.0 
2.0 

8.7 
6.0 
1.5 



.0 
17.5 



BEST COPY mmiE 



ERIC 
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U.S. 
Total 


•♦etropoltttn Non.ettopoltt.n 


Cre«ter 

Tot»l :- : ; l.^edtua 


: Urbmtxcd ;u»« urbaolx**' thlalr 
Icaicr Total 'r^. ' populated 


.Tot«l ; Cor« jrrtnjtt; 


;hon»d-AdJ«- :Kon*d- :AdJ«- :Son*<l- 


— ' — ^ .j,...M> ui. . ccot :Uc»nt 



COWMTY OtVCLOPMm— Continued 

C^j^Cr. -t Xvelop yiit Crift ts— C ptt tnutd 
84«tc V4:«r Atuftcucr fVctlttle*. ........ . . 

Cr«r.ts for lav cnforccacot asstitanc*.. ... . 

Mr Follutton Control rro^roa Grants 

Sol W V»»t« rUaotnK Crtnt* .-. 
Co'\struc£ion Grant for Vast* water Traat- 
aent Vorka . . ... .... . 

Concentrated CummUy Oe^alopsent.w.-. . . . 
Comun U y Ac t (on . . . . ^. 

Tran»yoTtit ton 

KliNway Plan-tlnj and Construction . 
Dtvtlopoeut Highway Syatw-AppalachUn " " 

S^eXton . .'.-.y . . ... ... 

Mljt^vay Stultaa ... .V. . . .-.'.-.'! !-."'." ! V !-! ' " - 
H Ighway Beaut t f teat ton ... . .T^y^'^'. 
Lrban »ti»i Transporatlon Fund .:!:!;."-"! 

t rbin T tn*^ 1 1 

Lrban Kcncval Fto^ raaa. . . . ... ........ 

Lrba.i Beautlflcatlon and Inproveaenc. ! 

Opes-Spacc Ocvalopad Und-Wrban Parka. 
Nct^borhood Factltctaa. .... . . . .... 

Open • Spa c* taod-Undawlopad. 

**odel C 1 1 tea . . .:.r.:.:. .> . . . .-. 

H*<tlth Fjctltty COnstrocttOB 

?'fdtv}il Factltcy Coo* t rue t ton . 
Construct ton Long-tcrs Cara Factltttea. 
r-oR^truct ton r«c 1 1 1 1 < ^« . .-. .:. .;. .-. . 
h<alth Care Factltctaa S:rvlcc 

*'oderQ t sat ton . .-. ...... .-. .-. 

Health Car* Factltctaa «^«rvlc#..! 

ROlSIhC 

HotKtpjt Gran ts 

Far» Labor Houstag Cranta... .-. .-. 

Rural S^lf-Kalp Koustnjt. Techntcal 
Asstscanca. . . . . ........ .j-.- 

S«If-l««lp Koustnx Grants. <.:..:.:;..... 

Lov- ktn t Ptib 1 1 c Koi» t ng . .-.'.-^ ^ .-. ..^ 

Koislnt for Cha Cldarly or Kandtcappcd 



: KCD 


190.3 


74.5 


27.9 


11.9 


16.0 


3S.9 


10.6 


2S.S 


5.7 


6.3 


6.2 


6.5 


.9 


.0 


:justtca 


670.3 


86.7 


%.i 


33.7 


.8 


38.0 


14.1 


13.3 


7.9 


4.2 


.4 


.5 


.0 


.3 


: EPA 


41.4 
2.7 


91.3 
77.8 


38.8 
27.4 


37.8 
2S.2 


6.0 
2.2 


41.3 
36.6 


11.2 
13.8 


8.7 
27.2 


3.2 
5.3 


2.0 
3.6 


.6 
5.4 


.2 
4.3 


.0 
3.6 


.7 
.0 


: EPA 


780.8 


82.0 


47.8 


32.7 


IS.l 


27.9 


6.3 


18.0 


5.9 


2.6 


J.3 


i.9 


.5 


.9 


: OZO 
: 010 


21S.9 
297.7 


86.x 
74.0 


61.6 
39.8 


SS.O 
3S.3 


6.6 
4.S 


16. S 
24.3 


8.1 
9.9 


13.9 
26.0 


3.6 
5.9 


3.7 
4.7 


2.8 
5.9 


1.9 
7.4 


.2 
.6 


1.7 
1.5 



Trana, 4.O09.8 61.1 30.4 



20.1 10.3 21.3 9.4 38.9 



.; Trana. 
: Trana. 
Trana. 

> : Trans. 



204.3 
73.4 
36.3 

S7i.9 



26.0 
82.1 
47.S 
93. S 



4.4 

13.1 
IS. 6 
89. S 



.6 
12.8 
7.4 
81.2 



3.8 
.> 
8.2 
8.3 



7.8 
48.1 
22. S 

8.3 



13.7 
20.8 
9.4 
.8 



74.0 
17.9 
S2.S 
l.S 



3.9 

10.0 
9.4 
16.3 
.1 



*.5 9.3 11.4 



9.3 
3.5 
4.8 
1.3 



S.9 
.6 

9.9 
.0 



21.1 
1.8 
12.9 
.0 



2.6 

21.7 
.0 
2.3 
.0 



6.0 
2.7 
6.3 
.0 



Rt'D 

.:. . .-. . HLO 


1.026.8 
.9 


8S.0 
100.0 


41.3 
30.9 


33.2 
27.2 


8.0 
3.6 


29.2 
69.1 


14. S 
.0 


IS.O 
.0 


5.3 
.0 


3.7 


2.0 


3.9 


.1 


.0 


KID 
Kl'D 

.:. . . . 1 KL'D 
3 KUD 


6.1 
3S.8 
74.4 
SB2.9 


92.6 
70.0 
86.1 
93.5 


60.7 
33.8 
43.9 
50. S 


SI. 9 
28.4 
27.5 
S7.4 


8.8 
S.4 
16.4 
2.2 


24.8 
30.9 
3S.2 
27.9 


7.1 
S.4 
7.1 
6.1 


7.4 
30.0 
13.9 

6.5 


3.9 
2.7 
3.6 
1.2 


.0 
1.4 
4.4 
4.1 
2.9 


.0 
.3 
10.2 
2.8 
1.0 


.0 
1.9 
7.4 
2.7 
1.3 " 


.0 
.0 
1.3 
.1 
.0 


.0 
.0 
4.0 
.5 
.0 


. ..r. .: KCU 
. .j .. : «»u 


8.2 
S.l 

1,11 


38. S 
51.6 

01.0 


18.2 
28.3 


9.4 
24.4 
7*.l 


8.8 
3.9 
12.1 


17.6 
18.8 
2^.7 


2.7 
4.6 


61.5 
48.4 
A.l 


9.4 
3.3 

l.M 


9.1 
2.7 
.* 


13.7 
29.4 

i.n 


27.7 
6.7 
1.7 


.3 
.4 
.0 


1.4 

5.7 

.a 


: KEV 

.1 : KCV 


24.8 
4.8 


67.1 


20.1 
2.1 


19. S 
2.1 


.6 
.0 


35.1 
39.4 


11.9 
13.4 


32.9 
45.1 


5.3 
.1 


11.3 
12.1 


8.4 
4.6 


7.4 
26.3 


.0 
.3 


.5 
.9 


USOA 


6.7 


66.4 


.0 


.0 


.0 


44.0 


22.3 


33.6 


23.7 


.0 


.3 


1.8 


.0 


7.7 


kSQA 
: LSDA 


1.7 
6.7 


71.4 
14. S 


.0 
1.7 


.0 
.4 


.0 
X.3 


20.6 
7.8 


50.8 
5.0 


28.6 
8S.S 


11.4 
8.9 


.0 
8.3 


5.8 
20.8 


11.4 
22.4 


.0 
3.3 


.0 
71.8 


KCD 


797.0 


99.a 


77.8 


77.8 


.0 


20.7 


1.3 


.2 


.0 


.2 


.0 


.0 


.0 




HID 


3.9 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


.0 


.0 


.0 


.0 


.0 


.0 


.0 


.0 


.0 


.0 
.0 
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Appcnatx t«M^ I'-teietal cuc!«/s bv pto/ttrm. and approprlaclnn accculnp to MCro anj nonnctro councils, fiscal year 1972»Conclnu<^i 



HcCropollcan 



.Ascncy. 



U.S. 
Tocal 



Ho-iaccropollcan 



Crater 



•Hortji"**?* t-»$ucjinct Pencal Houslrtf .... .: HUO 
•HortRi^j* Ins'irance for Coepcratlve Kouslnx«: HUO 
*HorC]iaKe Insur<iine* for Urb^n Ktneval : 

Hoj«inic. ....... . .-. .-. . . . ...... .: HUO 

*.yort/«ge lr*v.rance for lovco-nx!«race : 

\iic»<> KotalRjt ac Kjcket Inccresc : 

fa :e — .. 

*Horcitage lnsura*<ea for Low* co-rv>! trace : 

Incoae ^oaJln>t at Belov Markec Incercsc 

■■■■■ ..: MfO 

?tertRa(i« ;aj (.ranee for Koualnjt Projrcc : 

l-» reel Areas . , .z.-.-. .^. Kl'O 

*HortKaR« In^ttrance for Elderly }^ouslnz..[^..^. HID 
*Ht>rrgaKe Injur a nee for N'ycslnjt Ho a e». »»*J0 
•^ferttase insoranca for Experlaencal Hotitln^j HUD 
•Mort;:age insurance for CondoHlnlua Hoi.-«lnj(.| Kl'O 
•MortjtJ^jf In^LCince for RehaVlllt ul ve 

Sales Hou^lnx... . . . .! hud 

^Inuranev for Fr:>perCY Inprove^nc Loans...! KUO 

^ UoM Korc<afc Ir^rranee. . . . . "■ MUD 

Kortgan* In«ur«i.co for Rental Housing " * : 

A3tlacar.ee - ■. . ... . . ; IRJO 

^Morcgajic Insurance for Mult 1 -family : 

Supplea^te Loans. . . . . . : HUD 

*Mortgn;s.j l-^sur'an^e foe Son>proflc Kosplcals. HtO 
^Hivty\*f ln')ura..ee for Urban Land : 

CcveTopMnt .... -d-. • 

^HorCKJ^e Insuranee for Croup Prsedee 

Fa tl 1 1 1 1 es . .:. . . . . . . . . . . ^. ..... ; 

HtTtW RES0L7Cr D^VELOPHENt j 

E ltTfaCiry arv* Seeon.iary Mue adon : 
tJicitJop.ali V Deprived Qilld "r <n-Lt,A, . . : H EW 
Educ.iClon-iUv Deprived Children-Migrant.:.:.;.: HEU 

l;ro?out Prevention (ESEA VI I).. .^.-r.: HEM 

Follo^-ThrousN (OEO) ..^ . . : KEU 

Heads tar t Cr j-i t« . ..... .-. . . . . : KEW 

Educationally Deprived Children -High : 

Concent ration of Poor ...... . . . . . : HEU 

Educationally Ocprlvcd Chlldren-IneeatWe : 

Crant-i . . . . . . . . . ... . 

Bilingual Cd tci tlon (ESEA VII) . . . : HEW 



.'Total ; Core !FcIns«; 



>|MedIun|Le»«cr^Total '-r, 



Urbanized \lti* urbanlxcd' 



Ad J a* :Nonad-:AdJa~ 
cent tiaeeot; eent 



iNorad- 
laceot 



Thialy 
_ populated 



lAdJa* 
i cent 



hll. 
dole 



HOUSING— Contln'ied : 

Housln>^ : 

•Low-to-tcderate Incoae Housing Loans...;....: USDA 

*ftiral Rem! Housing Lo.tns w- I'SOA 

Fara L,»bor Mousing Loans...:...;..:.;. USOA 

•Very Low Incooa Housln^t Loans ..w.-. ■ LSRA 

• fcir a I Hou» lie S 1 « e Loan* .:. V.;. . : uSOA 

•Veterans Cua ran teed end Insured loans.:. 



I.S40.8 ».9 

40.1 21.3 

2.7 25.3 
S.2 9.9 
.6 9.9 



4.8 

3.S 
1.2 
2.5 
.0 



4.0 

1.2 
2.0 
.0 



VA 8,0S1.3 89.7 54.3 36.7 17 6 



260.9 94.3 70.6 46.7 
1.3 lOO.O 100. 0 100. 0 



64.3 100. 0 P.9.2 88.5 



23.9 



837.1 90.1 54.3 32.0 22.2 



56.9 lOO.O 94.9 81.4 n.5 



2.1 97.2 8S.5 

2.7 100. 0 loo.O 

93.2 76.4 

33.0 99.7 

60.9 97.7 



53.9 
12.1 
57.3 



83.5 .0 
.0 100. 0 
27 5 
.0 
16.6 



26.3 
12.1 
40.7 



3.9 90.0 
597.1 78.0 
8.171.6 89.5 



63.1 
47.3 
48.5 



61.5 
31.4 
36.0 



1.6 
15.9 
12.5 



1.322.7 86.1 54.6 40.9 13.7 

1.4 100. 0 95.9 51.8 44.1 
1.9 



lU.O 93.1 

2.7 52.7 

2.8 lOO.O 



30.9 28.9 
.0 .0 



1.363.1 
61.6 
6.3 
25.3 
322.3 



61.9 
91.6 
86.3 
84.2 
63.9 



38.2 
8.4 
67.1 
51.3 
28.8 



32.4 
8.4 
59.9 
49.7 
24.0 



23.4 94.8 12.8 12.8 



7.3 
23.0 



81.5 
76.9 



30.3 
45.7 



30.3 
42.8 



5.7 
.0 
7.2 
1.5 
4.8 



.0 
3.0 



11. 1 
11.7 
18.1 
3.0 
7.6 



17.1 
61.9 
14.6 
19.9 
24.5 



51. 0 
22.1 



7.0 
5.6 
6.0 
4.5 
2.3 



77.1 
76.7 
74.7 
90.1 
90.1 



10. 0 
6.7 

33.1 
4.7 
5.2 



18.7 
.0 



5.1 

8.7 
.0 
21.1 
69.2 
34.3 

5.0 
21.1 
29.7 



4.1 
55.0 



5.0 
.0 



.0 
.0 
1.5 
18.4 
6.1 

21.9 
9.6 
11.2 



.0 
7.2 



17.9 U.8 
72.3 27.7 



6.7 
21.4 

4.6 
13.0 
10.6 



.2 
9.0 



5.7 
.0 



2.8 
.0 
23.6 
.3 
2.3 

10. 0 
22.0 
10.5 



.0 
6.9 

47.3 

.0 



38.1 
8.4 
13.7 
tS.8 
36.1 

5.2 

18.5 
23.1 



2.5 
.0 



.0 
.0 
2.7 
.3 
.3 

4.2 
6.1 
3.4 



.0 

.0 



6.2 
6.0 
4.4 
4.4 
7.3 



7.1 
6.2 



6.7 
6.6 
10.9 
3.2 
.0 



26.2 9.2 10.3 3.5 2.3 



1.6 
.0 



2.8 
.0 

6.9 
.0 
.0 

1.4 
4.1 
2.8 



5.8 3.1 



.0 
6.9 



.0 
.0 



4.1 

2.2 
.0 
2.2 
6.0 



8.6 
3.3 



22.5 
17.9 
13.7 
23.2 
36.2 

1.6 

l.O 
.0 



.0 
.0 
7.8 
.0 
.0 

l.S 
4.4 
1.8 



.0 
.0 



9.7 
.1 
1.6 
3.4 
8.0 



.0 
3.3 



22.8 
27.8 
10.5 
27.6 
31.2 

2.2 

'.6 
.0 



.0 
.0 

2.9 
.0 

2.0 

2.9 
2.1 



.0 
.0 



47.3 
.0 



11.2 
.0 
7.6 
2.0 
9.7 

.2 

3.9 
5.1 



5.6 
3.1 
.8 
7.4 
5.6 



.0 
.0 



.0 
.0 
1.9 
.0 
.0 



.0 
.0 



2.3 
.0 
.0 
1.0 
1.0 



:t>onad- 
laceot 



9.5 
16.5 
5.7 

:3.9 

11.8 



.0 
.0 
1.4 
.0 
.0 



.0 
.0 



4.7 
.0 
.0 
2.8 
3.9 



.0 
4.8 
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/j'ppftJlx cjblc l--Ksioral outlavi bv prorr*"** jnd ap^roprljclon *fcrulr< to r«:ro «nd nrrairtro cojntlfi. fiscal year 1972— Conclnutd 



x:c3 




Tocal 


?*» tropo 1 1 t«n j Konac t r opol 1 can 


Tocal 


Greater * . )* 


Crbanlifd jlvsa urb.olitd' "^^"^^^^ 
• populates] 


Total 1 Cora ^rrlnxc. 


Adja- :Sonad-:AdJ«- iKonad- :AdJa- :hona<l- 
c«nC -lacvnC' cent : f aesnt : e*nt 'lirant 




Mil. 



hl^A.N RiSOU^CE DSVELO?«WT— Continued » 

t 

Health : 
Corpre^>!n»lve Health Pljnnln< aiv! Services.^ nVj 
Ap(>-alack{an De«on«crarlon Health Project!..: {i^v 
CHP Partaershlp for Health Plsnnln;: Cranta.: KEU 
CHP Standard -aettlng Mni Resource ' 

Ot velopnent . ~. .-. . . : kEV 

CHP "iirtncrshtp for Health fornula Cranta..^ HEV 

Crippled Children Services. .-...'...>:..: HCJ 

Materral arvl Child Health Fanllx Plannlns..: KEU 
CHP Partnership for H<alth Project Grants..: HEV 
Fl^ld Health Servlcea for Indians.......:..:..: HEV 

Indian Sanitation Facilities :.>...„.: HEW 

MateranI and Cblld Health Ser vlcci. .... .-.:. .: HEW 

Maternal and Child Health Project Granta....: HCV 

Mlnront Heal th Granta . .:.>:.> . . . .> ..:...: HEW 

Cowprehenslv* Health Scrvlc e« .: OEO 

Health Faallx Plannln/t. . .-.'.^:> . .:>:.- :. . .: OEO 

Heal th Alcoholic Couisel Ing :.:.> . . . .: OEO 

Health Druit Rehabilitation.. OEO 

Welfare 

Granta to Statea for Public Asalstance- 

Old Afit 1/ . ... . . -. . . HEW 

Grants to Statea for Public A)»slatance- 

AU-to-Bllnd 1^/. , . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ..... ... HEW 

Granta to Statas for Public Assistance- • 

Pernaaeatl/ and Totally Dlaablwl 1/.. ...o.: HEW 
Craats :o Statea-Ald to Fasdl lea vlth : 

Dcpcodeot Chi Idren 1 / . . . . . . ..... i HCU 

Granta to ^tatea^ChlTd Welfare Servlcea 1/.: HEW 
Grant! to Statea for Public As«l<:ance- ~ : 

Caerf^eruy Aaalataace W. .-. . : HEW 
Grants to Statea for PiTbUc As<l»t«ncc> 

Soc lal Servlcea W..;. . . . . . .:. . : HEW 

%arV InccaClve ProAraa-Chllc Care.:......:...:.: HEW 

Food Stae^ Bonua Coupons. ..-<..-..;> US DA 

j^ edlcal Assistance . . .-.-^ . ._. . . . . . ; HEW 

Social Stfcurlty and Other ^ tlr_e wm t$ : 
Special Benefits for Disabled'Cwaf Miners. . . HEW 
Benefit Pav»ents Federal lospltnl : 

Insuraicc Trwt f\*nd -.-....>:...:.: HEW 

Benefit Payvients Federal Suppleaental 

H«dlcal Insurance Tr«t Fund...-....: HEW 

Benefit Paywenta Federal Disability 

Insurance Tr «t Fa>d . . : HEW 

Benefit PavMnt Federal Old'AKe and 

Survluora Trust FUtkJ . . .:.:.:. . : HLU 

Social Insurance Proftra* for Railroad 
UorVer^ 7 / .:■> . . .>:.:.:. 



\'et*rans Dlaablllty Penalon 8/..-.-.-.: .:.: 

Dep*ni#ncy and Indemlty and Death 
Coftpenaaslon 8/ . . . . .>:.:. . . 

Veterans [Vath'^Penslons 8/.-.-. 

Veterans Disability Compensation 8/.-. 
v'eteran« Liaurance and IndeMltlea 8/...x 



il.J 99.: 
43 2 49.0 
:4.0 83. J 



10^.2 t>6.: 

7S.J 3;, 7 

li2.4 90. 0 

139 2 3>.3 

23.2 

9. J 77.5 

92.9 9^.3 

n.i 63 7 

lo;.; S7 0 

23.9 6".$ 

J.; 7>.9 

20.8 97.7 



9S.9 
6.S 
40.0 

89. J 
31.6 
33. J 
43 6 
i!> 6 
i 0 
3.0 
47.8 
67 0 
23.: 

69,5 

3;.i 

30.6 
ti.2 



7'.. 9 
t.O 

y.^ 

77.3 
27.3 
2s. 0 
39.^ 
32.1 
.7 
2.4 
43.3 
62.9 
21.1 

67.; 
27.7 
29.4 
73 4 



21.0 
.6 
2.2 

12.2 
3.8 
4.9 
6.2 
2.2 

;.3 

.6 
4.4 
4.1 
2.1 

1.8 
6.4 
1.1 
11.9 



2.7 
37.9 
32.0 

4.4 
40.9 
20. ^ 
3J.8 
28.8 
18.0 
16.4 
22.3 
22.9 
21.6 

12.9 
19.8 
36.4 
11. S 



.5 

4.6 
11 S 

4.0 
9. J 

i:.3 

6.3 
6.) 

12.4 
i.l 
7.4 
2.3 

13.8 

4.6 
15.6 
9.0 
1.0 



.8 

$1.0 
16.} 

2.0 
Id.O 
33.8 
15.3 
10.0 
64.7 
7J.J 
22.$ 

7.7 
36.3 

13.0 
30.} 
24.1 
2.3 



.2 
12.9 
5.7 

.3 
10.7 
7.0 
8.6 
1.9 
4.4 
3.2 
7.1 
4.1 
19.3 

3.0 
7.6 
5.7 
.0 



10.7 
6.0 

1.5 
2.9 
3 « 
1.8 
1.0 
7.0 
4.7 
2.7 
1.2 
6.0 

1.3 
7.0 
6.5 
.0 



n.i 

1.9 

.3 

.5 
7.4 

.6 
3,5 
10.1 
3.6 
3.3 

.6 
3.9 

1.2 
6.3 
2.7 
.0 



9.1 
2.3 

.0 
3.9 
10.4 
3.9 
"2.5 
21.1 
13.7 
S.8 
1.9 
S.l 

1.3 
7.1 
7.5 
2.3 



.0 
.0 

1.5 
.1 
.0 

1.7 

S.9 
.8 
.1 

1.7 

3.8 

.6 
.0 
.0 



3.6 
.4 

.0 
.0 

3.6 
.2 

1.2 
20.4 
44.5 

2.> 
.0 
.2 

2.4 
1.9 
1.7 
.0 



l.:35.3 


56.9 


31.0 


26.3 


4.7 


17.1 


8.7 


43.1 


6.4 


4.7 


12.1 


12.6 


2.6 


4.6 


60.? 


65.6 


37.4 


'>2.0 


5.4 


19.5 


8.7 


34.4 


7.1 


4.2 


8.4 


9.4 


1.8 


3.5 


757.9 


70.3 


;6.5 


•^0 2 


6.3 


17.4 


6.5 


29.7 


S.5 


4.0 


6.9 


6.5 


1.6 


3.1 


3,597,4 
44.7 


80.4 
63.0 


54.0 

3;.i 


^6.5 
28.0 


7.5 
6.1 


19.7 
20.2 


6.8 
8.7 


19.6 
37.0 


S.O 
6.4 


2.8 

6.6 


4.3 
9.0 


S.O 
10.9 


.9 
2.0 


1.7 
4.1 


23.5 


87.4* 


69.1 


52.4 


16 7 


14.6 


3.7 


12.6 


3.4 


1.0 


2.2 


4.6 


.5 


.9 


1.139.5 
73.3 


Sl.t) 
74.3 


59.1 
48.0 


51.5 
39.7 


7.5 
8.3 


16.0 
19.5 


5.9 
7.3 


19.0 
25.2 


4.8 
4.9 


2.4 
3.2 


4.3 
S.l 


S.2 
7.9 


.8 
1.4 


1.5 
2.8 


1.734.6 


67.5 


39.6 


33.5 


6.1 


21.2 


6.7 


32.5 


6.0 


4.2 


7. J 


9.4 


1.7 


3.7 


;.236.6 


70.3 


47.3 


40.1 


7.2 


16.6 


6.5 


29.7 


6.0 


3.3 


7.6 


8.1 


1.5 


3.0 


0 


45.3 


10.3 


5.2 


5.2 


26.4 


8.6 


54.7 


13.6 


4.8 


11.4 


19.0 


2.3 


3.6 


6.6'6.0 


71.0 


42.9 


33 5 


9.4 


20.4 


7.7 


29.0 


7.0 


3.3 


7.4 


7.5 


1.3 


2.6 


?.910.5 


72.; 


44.0 


3i.7 


9.3 


20.3 


7.9 


27.8 


6.8 


3.2 


7.0 


7.1 


1.2 


2.4 


4.016.8 


63.0 


36.3 


27.8 


9.0 


22.3 


8.9 


32.0 


7.4 


4.2 


7.8 


8.4 


1.5 


2.7 


3C.162.0 


;i.o 


40.9 


30.8 


10.1 


21.8 


d.4 


29.0 


7.2 


3.6 


7.1 


7.4 


1.2 


2.5 



RU 


2»253.8 


69 


1 


3H.7 


26.7 


8.0 


23.4 


10.9 


30.9 


8.0 


4.5 


6.7 


8.8 


1.1 


1.9 


VA 


1,440.3 


7! 


3 


37,/ 


26.5 


11.2 


24.0 


9.6 


28.7 


6.8 


4.5 


6.6 


7.4 


1.2 


2.2 


VA 


65d.4 


74 


0 


40.3 


28.7 


11.6 


24.4 


■9.3 


26.0 


6.5 


4.0 


6.1 


6.5 


1.1 


1.9 


VA 


1.C41.5 


73 




40.7 


28.2 


12.5 


24.0 


9.0 


26.3 


6. ft 


3.9 


6.2 


6.5 


1.0 


1.9 


VA 


2,736.9 


75 


0 


41.6 


29.5 


12.2 


24.4 


9.0 


25.0 


6.6 


3.7 


S.7 


6.2 


1.0 


1.8 


VA 


910 9 


76 


7 


45.2 


32.1 


13.1 


23.1 


8.4 


23.3 


6.5 


3.4 


S.4 


S.6 


. .9 


1.6 
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0'04t> 



^ctropolltm 



Konmetropolit*n 



:Tot«i 



Crc«ti>r 



!Tot«t I Cort .irlnxc 



>tdlua;Letter;ToCtl 



■ _po?uUt»J 



cent ! Uceat; cent :j«c«nt ; c*txt ri^etne 



H-.X^S RE5'l?Cf. DEV»LOP**iST-Con:!nu.>l 

^iC-?^l«_?mfi«i»ijL"Le». M.inpow«r Train ihr 

arvl jVveloTrwnt ***" ' * 

On - C.^t-jZV T r 3 1 n 1 

HDTA-Ir.>ttt«tlan*l Twlnlnj?. . . . . 
FUrrtent S*rvlc«s-Wainlstr*tlon..."!! ." ] ." 
Cwnce^:rat<d (nploysMC ProRraa. i." 
Job Op.ortualtlet In rrlvjt* Bislieis 

Sector . . . . . 

N'^f ghborhood Youth Corpi . . .V . . '. 
Work I'^ccntlv^ Proxran. .-. . .V. 
iiS>TA ?C»llc Service Car^tr *."!.".."!,' 

Opcratton ^lnvtr««ii 

Incsf l-Jv-rnt Insurance . '. . . ! ." i ^ 

Federal Fflployee Injury Coppentacion 1/." 

Job Corps ~ 

Pii»l Ic Eepl oynent Pro^rat ......... .-. ', 

ExtcnJed ln«cployin«nt Conpensatlon Account 



• : Labor 
•: Labor 

• : Labor 

• : Labor 



52.5 96.9 

3^9.6 8i.l 

376 2 83.0 

U; 8 90 6 



• : l^bor 

• : Labor 

• i Labor 
■ : Labor 
>: Labor 
: Labor 
: Labor 
: Labor 
I Labor 
: Labor 



a.'. 9 

$05.7 
108.4 
32.8 
84. S 
^4:.l 

1S9.^ 

146. S 

934.7 
S93.1 



78.9 
7'. 1 
93.9 
77.9 
SI. 7 
79.6 
79.3 
'>2.l 
90.7 
67.3 



Merlean Indian s ' 
fro^raas f^r American Indians J 1^5. 

Indian Pratraas . ■ 

iHfensfe Payroll ■ 

Clvl 1 Ian Pay 1/ ....... 

Mil Itary Actlw Duty Ny 2/...'. ." . .'.y. i^! '. [ 
Military Res*r/e .t\^ "jcjomil ''uirc* •a" 
Military Ketlrad Pay !/.> . .» 

D elen^ a Contracts 
Military prloe Supply Contract* 9/....... 

Military Prl»€ rDTE Contracta 9/T.. ...... 

Military Prloe Service ContracT* 9/..-.... 

Military Prlne Construction Contracts 9/! 
Ctvlltan Function Prlae Contracts 9/..".. 
Prln« Contracts of Lest Than SlO.OOi) 10/. 



462.0 29.4 
21.2 14.3 



:..Dcr«ns«ll, 241.1 Sj.i 

..Dcfensall, 644.1 7$. 2 

..TVfrnse 995. S 79.0 

..Dtfenst 3,577.1 85.1 



..Defense 19,3i6.2 
^Defense S.7S6.7 
.Dcfans* S,657.2 
.Ofens* 1.186.4 
.Defense 1,009.1 
:Dcfens* 3,$S3.6 



A:p ^ic tner<v Comls»lon 

0; e ra t ln;t f xp«nse s . . . . . 

Plant aid Capital E<julpfi«nt . 

KASA 

Research jnd Proxraa ^ttnaneue'^t. . 
Cbn^trtctlon of Facilities, NASA. 
Research and D«velopf«nt, NASA... 



AEC 
AEC 



2.249.2 
373.9 



93.1 
9S.i 
85.1 
S9.S 
59.6 
£6.6 



71.6 
75.3 



, VASA 
! NASA 



671.9 93.0 
33.1 91.0 
I !<ASA 2,370.0 93. S 



76.8 
3? J 
•il.7 

$:.s 

47.5 
41 0 
3B.9 
44.6 
29.7 
31.1 
i3.7 
4t,.S 
54.6 
37.0 



39.0 
27.6 
38.8 
38. S 



61.1 
74.1 
56. 8 
21.3 
25.4 
4y.l 



37.2 
41.6 



53.8 
45.4 
79.2 



76.3 
33.3 
37. f 
4«.0 

41.7 
J5.8 
3; J 
43.1 
27.9 
3& 2 
32.6 
39.2 
46.2 
32.4 



24.2 
17.2 
28.4 
28. S 



4f.7 
57.6 
45.7 
14.7 
20.3 
41,3 



21.8 
14.0 



39.7 
41.8 
67 4 



.5 
4.0 
4.2 

4 S 

5.8 
7 2 
1.2 
) 3 
1.8 
8.0 
11.2 
7.3 
6.4 
4 6 



5 

1 ] 



14.8 
10.3 
10.4 
10 0 



14.4 
16.5 
11.0 
9.1 
5 2 
6.8 



15.5 
27.5 



14.8 
32.1 
31,8 
34.4 

22.4 
22 4 
46.8 
26.0 
14.0 
37.1 
26.1 
42.6 
27.0 
44.1 



12.2 
5.9 



35.6 
29.1 
2<».2 
32.2 



23.4 
19.2 
17.9 
22.6 
22.3 
27.2 



25.6 
17.4 



5.3 

n.7 

9 4 
3.8 

8.9 
S.6 
8.2 
5.2 
8.0 
9.4 
9.6 
3 0 
9.0 
6.2 



3.8 
3.9 



10.9 
13.6 
11.0 
14.4 



5.5 
2.1 
10.4 
13.4 
11.8 

11 ^ 



16.2 



14.1 31.3 13.0 
3.6 28.0 17.6 
11.8 10.4 8.9 



3.1 
18.9 
17.0 

9.4 

21 I 
25.9 
6.1 
22.1 
48. J 
20.4 
20.7 
7.9 
9.3 
12.7 



9.9 
4.6 

14.9 

40.? 

40.'. 

13.4 



28.4 
24.7 



2.0 
9.0 
1.5 



1.5 
6.3 
6.0 
1.9 



3.6 
5.S 
6.7 
6.7 
5.8 
7.0 
C.3 
8.4 



.6 
* i. 
3.9 

.9 

3.0 
4.3 
1.6 
2.7 
4.6 
3.3 
3.1 
.0 
1.6 
i.6 



.2 
2.7 
2.4 
1.7 

3.6 
6.0 
.5 
.3 
9.7 
3.8 
4.0 
.0 



.7 

5.3 
4.3 
4.1 

5.9 
7.0 
.3 
9.0 
17.2 
5.0 
4.9 
.0 
.7 
1.6 



4.9 
3.4 
5.9 
8.8 
5.7 
6.4 



6.9 
4.8 



3.6 
1.0 



5.6 
9.4 
3.2 
4.5 



8.2 
6.7 



1.9 
.1 



1.5 
.7 
1.9 
1.8 
10.2 
.9 



4.6 
8.6 



.0 
.0 
.1 



1.5 
.4 

1.1 
17.6 
13.9 

1.4 



2.8 
.9 



.0 
.0 
.0 



.0 
.2 
.1 



1.0 

I.] 

.0 
.0 
2.3 
.6 
.9 
.0 
.1 
.0 



.2 
.0 
.1 
.2 
2.8 
.2 



4.8 
3.7 



.1 
.0 



the antlre aaount is allocated to that 



.1 
.t, 
.3 
.8 

l.S 
2.2 
.1 
4.3 
7.8 
1.1 
7.0 
.9 
.3 
.] 



70. f. 


8.7 


8.9 


17. 


17.6 


7.4 


71.1 


85.2 


5.4 


6.2 


2.3 


20.6 


1.6 


46.0 


14.6 


7.2 


3.5 


1.5 


1.6 


.5 


.2 


24.6 


9.3 


12.1 


1.8 


1.0 


.0 


.6 


21.0 


5.8 


4.6 


3.9 


5.7 


.3 


.8 


i;.9 


4.7 


4.3 


1.8 


3.2 


.4 


.6 



.2 
.2 
.3 
2.4 
4.6 
.0 



..9 
.0 



1.5 
3.5 
.3 



1/ Prorated on the basis of recipients to county and city levels. =~ 

I'Vl^ Reo,raphlc dl-trlbutlon of «,?loy... to ,t5te. countv a-vl city i^els 
If J! 12 ^ obllKattons to state, county .nd city levels 

^^i/^Prorated to .t.te. co«,ty and city levels based on p,yrol/cln::'«cept i„ cases of lar,. expe^ltur.s 

.10/ Alloca:lon bas«I on the location (city., county .tat.) of th. purch/.lnj office. 
* Infljence ot Federal activities. 
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